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1 . (TS) Reference is made to: 

, , t n -7 Ma-rr-h 1971 , subject as above, 

a. Your memoranaum, dated recommendations on three 

alieSn-ativf icLdulSrioruS redeployments from the RVN. 

b. JCSM-59-71, dated n 16 Februa r y o 1971 ;n Wh ^.forwaged^ 
STSS* JSS'JSPIwSS' that ihose levels would be reassessed 
in April 1971. 

2 . (TS) The alternative redeployment scheaules^fromithe^Rl'N, 

specified in reference ^ graphically in Appendix 

prudent planning goals, ar • - ~,.i hnr: ; za tions (in thousands) 

A hereto. Significant manpower auttorrsatro Southeagt Asia 

for the RVN and associated ai. sortie i attached hereto, 

under each alternative are summarized in Table 

3 . (TS) The impacts of the alternatives “ 

discussed in Appendix B. In assessing the alternatives, 

should be clearly understood that.: 

a. The redeployment rates un< ? e JL^ y p^pvisio^of^JS^ir 

listed are critically contingent upon provx-xo per 

sortie levels l 972 °and n FY 3 1973 , resoectivsly , and 1,000 

month through FY 1972 and. current programs 

E -52 sorties per month through these incrlasld monthly 

and fiscal guidance do not PJrtTiiona^proqramming and budgeting 
sortie levels. Therefore, additional progiaram. g ,, h ich 

provisions for these levels must be made, regardless 

alternative is selected. 
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b. Each alternative is based on assumptions regarding 
developments in the situation, relative J ha J? es ^ e ^”f ed 
capability, and similar considerations which aff f?^ 
force requirements. Realization of these assump 
essential to successful execution of the alternative. 

c. -Assumptions particularly critical to the MACV proposal 
(Alternative 1) are: 

(1) The sortie rates associated with the alternative 
will be provided. 

(2) Current and future ■ cross-border . operations will 

further reduce the capability of the Viet c °™?/ aaainst 
Vietnamese Army to conduct major offensive action g 

the RVN. 

(3) There will be no major political upheavals in the 
RVN, Laos, or Cambodia, and no significant decrease in 
the level of popular support xn any of these countn . 

d. Despite a difference in phasing, the overall rates of 

redeployment for Alternatives 1 and 2 are ^^-lcal _ 

continued through April 1972; hence, Alterna alternative 1 

tingent upon essentially the same assumptions as Alternative, l. 

4. (TS) In reference lb, the Joint Chiefs of Staff noted that 

the situation as it was known in February i„ 1 9 no 000 spaces 
prudent to set a planning goal of approximately 200,000 spaces 

in the RVN at end FY 1972, until a reassess 5 e "!^ C °^Lnatives 
of the current dry season campaign. None of t criticality 

specified in reference la would meet that goal. The critically 

of the assumptions makes judgments on each a situation, 

dependent, on continuing evaluation of changes m . 

Although some of the short-term impacts of current p currentlv 
on enemy and friendly forces are known, the proie cted ‘ 

available.. does not permit complete assessment of the p 3 

situation. 

a. The enemy has expended and lost, significant numbers^f 
men and amounts of materiel m Cambodia and L . , 

of those resources has reduced, to some extent, ! 

capability for major actions in the RVN. Some men and sup^.^.. 
plies which could have been used elsewhere will n °'. li s 
to rebuild and reequip his forces for defense of his lines^ 

continues to disrupt traffic on the lines of °°T2“s capability 
Therefore, it seems evident that the enemy has le = s . .'r“? a ^^ t y 
for offensive action than he anticipated having at this point 
in time. The extent of this degradation and its effect 

his future operations have not yet been e • 
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b. There have been similar short-term impacts on GVN 
Forces . The GVN units which have been engaged in out-of- 
country operations must be rested and refitted, and it is 
not now known when those units will be restored to previous 

levels of effectiveness. 

c. In summary, both the enemy and the GVN have . suffered 

losses, but both retain the capability for offensive action. j 

Preliminary information available now indicates that the j 

ultimate effect of the dry-season operations may favor the I 

allies, but such information must be reviewed carefully and j 

evaluated further before firm projections can be made. At , 

this time, there is no firm basis for forecasting a change 

in the situation beyond end CY 1971. 

5.. (TS) In view of the uncertainty regarding the ultimate 
impact on the situation of current operations, decisions and 
announcements, at this time, should not foreclose the option, 
to slow or accelerate redeployments as the developing situation i 

requires. In this regard, options must also be preserved . for j 

programming and budget changes as required to provide additional j 

resources -to meet significant changes in the military situation. 

As. General Abrams has pointed out, there are inherent risks in 
overall reduction of forces in the face of -a determined and 
persistent enemy. For the first-time in US military history , 
the command is required to continue: a vigorous war effort 
while simultaneously dismantling the structure which is needed . ? 

-to achieve military -objectives. As a consequence, it is essential | 
r that. situation assessments be conducted periodically throughout j 

_the_ -redeployment period .to insure that • both tasks are accomplished 
-with no disruption in the 'attainment of overall US goals. 

- -6.- (TS-) It is desirable to consider the decision on redeploy- 

ments and announcements regarding the decision separately. 
Announcements should not foreclose options which may be desir- 
able upon further assessment of the situation, even though 
planning decisions have been made, for a particular option. ? 

Thus, the decisions on redeployments at this time should cover ! 

the remainder of the calendar year, but it would be desirable 
to announce US plans for a shorter period. This would deny the 1 

enemy information of great importance to his planning and would j 

retain- some flexibility for later adjustments in planning based 
on later reassessments of the situation. 

7. (TS) Therefore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff conclude that: 


- -a. The force withdrawal alternatives considered in this 

paper involve extremely high risks unless the US air sortie 
-levels described in paragraph 3 are provided. 
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tion' of U some 

the situation. _ . . 

of 255 C OM e spa^r?n n ?he°RW ifend"?? Till ran, afnf valid. 

in Alternative 1. 

e. pending further evaluation of^the^situation^ 

197 f anS S <Tn° amouncenent should be n-.ado of rcdcployn.cn 
plans beyond 31 October 1971. 

8 . (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that. 

a. The following force levels^through d Ond^CVt 1 _ :ictivity 

?I? r e°ir a in aS S ubpLagrapS m 8h below approved and programmed 

.concurrently: . .. , ,, 

"7 1 - T 1 Dec 


•7 1 "ii ort 71 * 31* Dec 71 

30 Jun 71 31 uct: — 


Authorized In the _ RVN 


255 


.233 


199 


_ 1 ... - --- -- • - 

: ' b. SOTtieVlevelsJof 10;000 tactical^ai.r n ana 8 l,000 | _B ct i ca 

■per month. through end. rough ' end aFY -1971 be anpLOved 
Sir. and. l,OOO..B r S2 per "^Is bS ? nco rporuted. into ongoing 

for planping,; and^e l^. ... _ a., 

programing; and. pi a ,-f. .... -,rii ; tjlo unpro- 

- c. Additional .funding and , l^voM shown : above be 

grammed increases in force an 

provided. .. to 31 December 

d. Decisions on redeployment^subr.eg^ , n October 

1971 and announcements of evaluation of the impact 

•;1971 be withheld pending full ^ , itUllliun . 

current. operations on ti P . . 

i: ••-■•r c - = - - — ~ ^ 'i, of Staff: 

• • . ■ _ i . _• F or thc Jomt c.at- 1 .... y 
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T-ihl o 1 

30 Jun 31 Oct 31 Dec j0 Jun 31 Aua 31 Dec 30 Jun 
71 71 71 72 72 72 73 


Alt 1 (MACV Proposal - CONPLAN 208 (U) , 8 March 1971, briefed to 
SecDef on 16-17 March 1971) 


Manpower 

255 

233 

199 

95 60 

• 


£ 

Tac Air 

14 ,000“' 



10,000 

8,000 

5 

USAF 




7,300 

6,200 

6 

USN 

•» / 



2,700 

1,800 

7 

B-52 

1 , 000 - 



1,000 

1,000 

8 

Alt 2 (12,000/mo) 





9 

Manpower 

255 

206 

182 

110 43 


10 

Tac Air 

14,000—'. 



10,000 

8,000 

11 

USAF 




7,300 

6,200 

12 

USN 

* / t 



2,700 

1,800 

13 

B-52 

1,000 ~~ 



1,000 

1,000 

14 

Alt 3 (Tentative Fiscal Guidance) 



15 

Manpower 

255 

221- / 

204^ 

153 

43 

16 

Tac Air2/ 

13,600 

■ 


6,800 

1,800 

17 

USAF 

10,000 


- 

5,000 


18 

USN 

3,600 


— 

— iy800~~ 

1,800 

19 

B- 52 I/ 

1,000 • 

• 


1,000 

300 

20 

Alt 4 (MACV/CINCPAC/JCS Planning Goals) 


21 

- -.Manpower - 

- ' 255 

236 

227 

199 

- 

22 

Tac Air 

i/ 

14,.00Q“. - 



.10,000 

8,000 

23 

A M 

: usaf 

• 

■ 


7,300 

6,200 

24 

_USN 

- — — - 

“ * 


2,700 

1,800 

25 

B-52 

1»0Q0_ - 


-- — 

~ ly00<X- ■ " - - 

1,000 

- 26 


1/ Current authorities . 

2/ Straight-line projections. 

3/ See subparagraph 3a. of the basic memorandum. 
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i. ALTERNATIVE 3 (Tentative Fiscal Guidance) 
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; ALTERNATIVE 4 (MACV/CINCPAC/JCS Planning Goals) 
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Tac Air 
USAF 
USN 
B-52 


1,0002/ 


10,000 

7,300 

2,700 

1,000 


1,600 

1,800^/ 

300 


8,000 

6,200 

1,800 

1,000 


1/ Current authorities. 

2/ Sec subparagraph 3a of the basic memorandum, 
T/ Averages during fiscal year are as follows: 
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Alt 3 (Tentative Fiscal Guidance) 
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APPENDIX B i 

SERVICE STATED IMPACTS— ASSOCIATED WITH 2 - 

ALTERNATIVE REDEPLOYMENT SCHEDULES (U) £ 

1 . (TS) Each of the alternatives would reduce the total man- 

power authorization in the RVN to a level of approximately 5, 

255,000 spaces by end FY 1971, in accordance with current plan- 6 

ning guidance. There would be no significant impacts on the 7 

Services to that point. Thereafter, Service impacts vary with 8_ 

the alternative redeployment rates and sortie levels. H 

2. (TS) Alternative 1 — 

a. Army .. The reduced rate of redeployment from ii. 

1 July 1971 through October 1971 can be supported, though 12 

some drawdown on Army forces in Europe will be required 13. 

early in the period. The accelerated rate of reduction . 14. 

after October 1971 will assist in meeting the force 15. 

and manning levels required in Europe and reduce cur- UL 

rently planned costs by about $22 million in FY 1972 with il 

♦ 

Incre a sed cos ts o f $8 million in FY 1973. UL 

• . 

- • b. Navy . Navy could maintain a sortie level of 2,700 per 19. 

fflon fh Hvrnu gh FY 1973 by retaining one additional CVA (HAN- 20 

COCK) and CVW in the total attack carrier force structure at 21 

overall costs of approximately $64.2 million in FY 1972 and 22^ 

$115. 1 million in FY 1973 and an end strength increase of 23 

24 

about 4 #100 manpower spaces. — 

c. Air Force * — 

(1) ‘ For FY 1972 . If the Air Force is to provide a capa- 26. 

bility of 7,300 tactical air sorties per month, to meet the 27. 

sortie levels specified would require retention of about 28 

four squadrons in Southeast Asia now programmed for with- 2_9 

drawal in FY 1972 at a cost of $83 million and additional 
end strength manpower authorizations of '5,000 spaces. In 
___ addi tion , ~ B- 52~ mun i t ion s costs of $34 million are required. 3jL 

; • GROUP 3 

DOWNGRADED AT 12 YEAR INTERVALS; 

- NOT AUTOMATICALLY DECLASSIFIED. 


\ 4 5 


1/ Figures are tentative and subject to refinement 
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1 

(2) For FY 1973. If the Air Force is to provide 5,300 — 

' 2 

tactical air sorties per month, to meet the sortie levels - 

specified would require retention of all 10 squadrons cur- - 

rently planned for withdrawal during FY 1973 at a cost of - 

5 

$67 million and $130 million for base and manpower costs. 

Since the Air Force is required to provide 6,200 sorties - 

per month it will require retention of 12 squadrons planned - 

~ g 

for withdrawal at a cost of $100 million. In addition, - 

9 

increasing the B-52 ARC LIGHT sorties to the 1,000 monthly - 

Q CO 10 

sortie level would require maintenance of the present 

force structure and increased costs of about $71 million. : 

. , 12 

These requirements would increase Air Force manpower ceil- 

. • 13 

ings and maintenance of bases now planned to be closed in 

I 4 

RVN and Thailand and would cause serious drawdowns and/or 
delay of modernization of forces outside of Southeast Asia. 

16 

d. Marine Corps. No significant impact. 

— • 17 

3. (TS) Alternative 2 . 

- « , 18 

a * Army . The accelerated rate of reduction will assis *1 19 

in meeting the force and manning levels required in Europe 

. 20 

and reduce currently planned costs by about $52.8. million in — 

21 

FY 1972 With increased costs of approximately $66 million in 

2 2 

FY 1973. 23 

b. Navy. Same as Alternative 1. 

24 

c. Air* Force. Same as Alternative !• 

" 25 

d. Marine Corps. No significant impact. 

■ — * 2 6 

4. (TS) Alternative 3 ' 

a. Army . Providing that current draft calls continue ^ 

through the first half of CY 1971, the drawdown on Europe ” 

would be acceptable. The rate of redeployment can be sup- ^ 

ported in CY 1972 if adequate draft calls are provided. ^ 
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b. Navy . No significant impact. i 

c. Air Force . No significant impact. Z 

d. Marine Corps . No significant impact. 2 

5. (TS) Alternative 4 i. 

a. Army . Significant funds and manpower beyond that pro- £ 

vided for in the Tentative Fiscal Guidance Memorandum (Alter- £ 

native 3) will be required. Worldwide drawdowns on other Z 

major commands will be necessary , resulting in most combat £ 

and combat support forces in Europe becoming noncombat ready. £ 

b. Navy . To provide a capability of 2 ,700 sorties per 

month at end FY 1972, and assuming a requirement for only 1,800 ii 

sorties per month in FY 1973, would require retention of one 12 

CVA and CVW tentatively planned for inactivation in the total ±2 

attack carrier force structure. This would require additional- i£ 

funding of approximately $34 . 2 million and an end strength i§T 

* 

increase of about 4,100 manpower spaces . However, should the 

Navy be required to provide' 2,700 sorties per month in FY 1973, iZ 

* • « 

then the impacts are the same as in Alternative 1 for FY 1972 t 

19— 

and-FY 1973. The retention of one carrier (to a- total of eight — 

20 - 

in- the ^Pacific -Area) would afford a deployment tempo of — 


igperati'ons of _lrin. 2^4; .significantly below-the desired 
ratio, of one-in-three. Implementation of approximately a 
one— in-three deployment tempo would be possible. if the Navy 
were provided the decision and necessary resources to operate 
a total of nine CVAs in the Pacific Area through FY 1973 
and would offer additional attack sorties if required on a 
contingency basis. " 

...jc. Air Force . Requires retention of five tactical, air 
squadrons now programmed for- withdrawal from Southeast Asia 
during FY 1972 at a cost of $33 million and an increase in 
end strength of 5,000 manpower spaces. Support and moderniza- 
tion of forces outside Southeast Asia, including NATO, will 
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be delayed. However, should the Air Force be required to 
increase FY 1973 tactical air sortie levels to 6,200, and 
B-52 sorties to 1000, then the impacts are the same as m 
alternative 1 for FY 1972 and FY 1973. 

cl. Marine Corps . No significant impact. 
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